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1. INTRODUCTION 

An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was prepared for the proposed Kassab 
Travel Center Project (Proposed Project) and made available for public comment for a 30-day 
public review period from February 8, 2019, through March 11, 2019. In accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15074(b) (14 CCR 15074(b)), 
before approving the Proposed Project, the City of Lake Elsinore, as the lead agency under CEQA, 
will consider the MND with any comments received during this public review period. Specifically, 
Section 15074(b) of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15074(b)) states the following: 

Prior to approving a project, the decision-making body of the lead agency shall consider the 
proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration together with any comments 
received during the public review process. The decision-making body shall adopt the proposed 
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration only if it finds on the basis of the whole 
record before it (including the initial study and any comments received), that there is no 
substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the environment and that 
the negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration reflects the lead agency’s independent 
judgment and analysis. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 (a) and in response to comments received, the City 
of Lake Elsinore is recirculating the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration due to 
substantial revisions after public notice of its availability but prior to its adoption.  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(b)(1), a new, avoidable significant effect was 
identified associated with vibration impacts, and MM NOI-3 was added to restrict the use of 
construction equipment within proximity to the property line, which would reduce the potential 
impact to less than significant.  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(b)(2), proposed mitigation measure MM NOI -1 
associated with construction noise would not reduce potential effects to less than significant, 
therefore, MM NOI – 1 was revised to state that no stationary equipment would be operated 
within 50 feet of the northwest and southwest property lines and that construction of the 
proposed sound wall detailed in MM NOI-2 be completed prior to the start of site preparation or 
grading activities for the Proposed Project, which would reduce the potential impact to less than 
significant.  

For clarity of review, substantial revisions to the previously circulated Draft IS/MND are shown in 
underline for additional information and strikeout for information that has been deleted. With 
the above stated revisions to MM NOI-1 and addition of MM NOI – 3, potential impacts 
associated with the construction and operation of the Proposed Project remain less than 
significant with mitigation. Therefore, preparation of a draft Environmental Impact Report was 
not required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(d). 
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2. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The agencies that provided substantive written comments on the environmental issues 
addressed within the IS/MND are listed in Table 1 - Organizations, Persons, and Public Agencies 
that Commented on the IS/MND. Although CEQA (California Public Resources Code, Section 
21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) do not explicitly require a lead 
agency to provide written responses to comments received on a proposed IS/MND, the lead 
agency may do so voluntarily. A copy of each letter with annotated comment numbers on the 
right margin is followed by the response for each comment as indexed in the letter. Comment 
letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. 

Table 1 - Organizations, Persons, and Public Agencies that Commented on the IS/MND 

Comment Letter Commenting Organization, Person, or Public Agency Date 
A Riverside Transit Agency February 20, 2019 
B South Coast Air Quality Management District March 5, 2019 
C Concerned Citizens of Lake Elsinore March 11, 2019 
D Governor’s Office of Planning and Research March 13, 2019 
E California Department of Transportation (CalTrans) March 28, 2019 
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Responses to Comment Letter A – Riverside Transit Authority (RTA) 

A-1. RTA identified the need for an ADA compliant connected sidewalk on Collier Avenue 
before Riverside Drive and requested reconfiguration of the right turn land on 
southbound Collier Avenue in order to place a bus stop on the far side of the 
development’s driveway. The proposed development includes street improvements on 
both Collier Avenue and Riverside Drive along the frontage of the Project Site as stated in 
the Project Description Section II(B).  Specifically, Collier Avenue would be improved to its 
Major roadway designation as shown in the City’s Roadway Classification of the General 
Plan, including a widened sidewalk/landscape/parkway from six feet to ten feet and a 
new six-foot wide bike lane (Class II – striped, on-pavement).  

The Applicant and the City have previously coordinated with RTA regarding bus stop 
location, which is identified on westbound Riverside Drive on the far side of the 
development’s driveway. Figure 6: Right-of-Way Improvements, has been updated to 
clearly identify the proposed bus stop pad.   

A-2. RTA identified the need for an ADA compliant connected sidewalk on Riverside Drive after 
Collier Avenue and requested to place a bus stop on the near side of the development’s 
driveway if the placement requested in A-1 was not possible. The proposed development 
includes street improvements on both Collier Avenue and Riverside Drive along the 
frontage of the Project Site as stated in the Project Description Section II(B).  Specifically, 
Riverside Drive would be improved to Caltrans standards in the Highway Capacity Manual 
for an Urban Arterial roadway to its ultimate right-of-way, which requires 96 feet from 
curb-to-curb. The Property Owner/Developer would dedicate between 21 feet and 36 
feet (street tapers in toward the west) in order to allow their half-section of Riverside 
Drive to be consistent with the Urban Arterial (half) cross section (center median, three 
travel lanes, six-foot bike lane, and six-foot sidewalk – in one direction)..  

The Applicant and the City have previously coordinated with RTA regarding bus stop 
location, which is identified on westbound Riverside Drive on the far side of the 
development’s driveway. Figure 6: Right-of-Way Improvements, has been updated to 
clearly identify the proposed bus stop pad. 

A-3. RTA requested a marked crosswalk at the intersection of Collier Avenue and Riverside 
Drive. Intersection improvements, as shown in Figure 6: Right-of-Way Improvements, 
would include a marked crosswalk at the intersection of Collier Avenue and Riverside 
Drive.   
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Response to Comment Letter B – South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

B-1. Comment stating the proposed service station would require a permit through SCAQMD 
is acknowledged and SCAQMD has been added to Section III(A)(10) as an “Other Public 
Agency Whose Approval is Required”.  No further response is necessary.  

B-2. Comment stating SCAQMD should be identified as a Responsible Agency for the Proposed 
Project in the Final MND is acknowledged.   

B-3. Comment stating that in addition to the discussion on SCAQMD Rule 4612, the Final MND 
should include discussions to demonstrate compliance with applicable SCAQMD Rules, 
including, but not limited to, Rule 201 – Permit to Construct, Rule 203 – Permit to Operate, 
and Rule 1401 – New Source Review of Toxic Air Containments is acknowledged.  A 
discussion of Rules 201, 203 and 1401 are added to page 2 of the Appendix A – Air Quality 
and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis (Appendix A). 

B-4. Comment stating that SCAQMD staff found the Proposed Project’s operations-related 
toxic air contaminant impacts analysis to be based on an assumption of “a throughput of 
2 million gallons of gasoline per year” and that any assumptions used in the Air Quality 
and Health Risk Assessment (HRA) analyses in the Final MND will be used as the basis for 
permit conditions and limits.  Comment B-4 is acknowledged.  The gasoline throughput 
for the Proposed Project was updated to reflect a throughput of up to 5.8 million gallons 
per year.  Revisions are shown on pages 1, 35, 44, and 48 of Appendix A. 

B-5. Comment stating the 2015 revised Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA) methodology is being used by SCAQMD for determining operational health 
impacts for permitting applications and for all CEQA projects where SCAQMD is the Lead 
Agency is acknowledged.  No further response is necessary. 

B-6. Comment regarding the inclusion of operational ROG emissions in Appendix A is 
acknowledged.  Appendix A was updated to analyze the ROG or VOC emissions created 
from the gasoline storage, transfer and dispensing activities.  Section 5.2 describes the 
methodology utilized and Table K on page 43 was revised to show the VOC emissions 
associated with gasoline storage and dispensing. The updated analysis is consistent with 
the previous significance finding that operational pollutant emissions would not exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds, no significant impact would occur, and no mitigation would be 
required. 

B-7. Comment recommending clarification regarding operational ROG emissions in the Air 
Quality Analysis is acknowledged.  Please refer to the response for comment B-6. 

B-8. Comment requesting written responses to all comments contained in Comment Letter B 
prior to the adoption of the Final MND is acknowledged. 

B-9. Comment stating SCAQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency is 
acknowledged.   
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Response to Comment Letter C – Concerned Citizens of Lake Elsinore (CCOLE) 

C-1. Comment stating the MND is inadequate insofar as it is materially deficient in several 
respects is acknowledged. Each item listed is addressed separately in this Response to 
Comments and any deficiencies have been addressed. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15073.5 (a) and in response to comments received, the City of Lake Elsinore is recirculating 
the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration due to substantial revisions after 
public notice of its availability but prior to its adoption. All potential impacts are mitigated 
to a less than significant level. No further response is necessary.  

C-2. Comment stating that the attached consultant reports contain substantial evidence 
supporting a fair argument the Project may have a substantial impact on the environment 
is acknowledged. Items identified in the referenced consultant reports are addressed 
separately in this Response to Comments. Responses to each of the items in the referenced 
consultant reports found that the Proposed Project would not have a substantial impact of 
the environment that could not be mitigated. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 
(a) and in response to comments received, the City of Lake Elsinore is recirculating the Draft 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration due to substantial revisions after public notice 
of its availability but prior to its adoption. All potential impacts are mitigated to a less than 
significant level. No further response is necessary. 

C-3. Comment stating that the MND is insufficient under CEQA and an EIR must be prepared for 
the Project is acknowledged. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 (a) and in 
response to comments received, the City of Lake Elsinore is recirculating the Draft Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration due to substantial revisions after public notice of its 
availability but prior to its adoption. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(b)(1), a 
new, avoidable significant effect was identified associated with vibration impacts, and MM 
NOI-3 was added to restrict the use of construction equipment within proximity to the 
property line, which would reduce the potential impact to less than significant.  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(b)(2), proposed mitigation measure MM NOI 
-1 associated with construction noise would not reduce potential effects to less than 
significant, therefore, MM NOI – 1 was revised to state that no stationary equipment would 
be operated within 50 feet of the northwest and southwest property lines and that 
construction of the proposed sound wall detailed in MM NOI-2 be completed prior to the 
start of site preparation or grading activities for the Proposed Project, which would reduce 
the potential impact to less than significant.  

As demonstrated in the Recirculated MND, and with the above stated revisions to MM NOI-
1 and addition of MM NOI – 3, potential impacts associated with the construction and 
operation of the Proposed Project remain less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, 
preparation of a draft Environmental Impact Report was not required pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15073.5(d). 

C-4. Comment stating that the Initial Study is deficient for failing to assess whether the City’s 
transportation system at buildout under the General Plan can accommodate the additional 
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trips generated by the Project is acknowledged and addressed in Response to Comment C-
A1. No further response is necessary. 

Comment stating that the Project would change the General Plan land use designation for 
the site from Limited Industrial to Commercial and the MND should contain analysis of the 
General Plan buildout is incorrect in that no General Plan Amendment is proposed as part 
of the Project. As discussed in the Land Use and Planning Section XI(b), the General Plan 
Land Use Designation of the Project Site is Limited Industrial (LI) and it is zoned Commercial 
Manufacturing (C-M). The LI designation provides for industrial parks, warehouses, 
manufacturing, research and development, public and quasi-public uses, and similar and 
compatible uses. The Proposed Project, which includes a gas station, convenience store and 
drive-thru restaurant, are all supportive and compatible uses with the other intended uses 
of the LI Land Use Designation. No further response is necessary. 

C-5. Comment states that accurate counts of existing traffic were not used. This comment is 
acknowledged and addressed in Response to Comment C-A2. No further response is 
necessary. 

C-5a. Comment states that the traffic counts were not increased by two percent per year to 
reflect conditions in 2017. This comment is acknowledged and addressed in Response to 
Comment C-A2. No further response is necessary.  

C-5b. Comment states that the AM and PM existing traffic volumes for Intersection #6 are 
incorrect and all analysis and conclusions that were based on these incorrect volumes need 
to be corrected. This comment is acknowledged and addressed in Response to Comment C-
A2a. No further response is necessary. 

C-6. Comment states that the assumptions about the amount of pass-by traffic are not 
determined to be reasonable under the circumstances of the Project and questions 
whether the use of the ITE Trip Generation Handbook’s pass-by assumptions were 
reasonable for the Project. This comment is acknowledged and addressed in Response to 
Comment C-A3 and C-A3a. No further response is necessary. 

C-7. Comment states that whether the pass-by assumptions included trips diverted to and from 
the freeway was not explained. This comment is acknowledged and addressed in Response 
to Comment C-A4. No further response is necessary. 

C-8. Comment states that the environmental effects of proposed mitigation measures MM 
TRAF-1 and MM TRAF-2 are not analyzed. Appendix A was revised to reflect the air quality 
impacts of the vehicular delay for converting Intersections #1 and #3 from two-way stop to 
four-way stop controlled intersections and discussion is included in Section XVII(a) and 
shown on Table 5 in Section III(b). The resulting analysis demonstrates that potential 
impacts associated with implementation of MM TRAF-1 and MM TRAF-2 remain less than 
significant and no mitigation would be required.  No further response is necessary.   

C-9. Comment regarding failure to establish the existing noise level at the adjacent commercial 
property is acknowledged.  The existing noise conditions were measured based on the City’s 
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noise measurement procedure detailed in Section 17.176.050 of the Municipal Code.  The 
placement of the two noise measurements were selected to represent: (1) The Project Site 
and existing commercial zone; and (2) the nearest residential zone.  According to Section 
17.176.020 a “Noise Zone” is an area of region of generally consistent land use where the 
ambient noise levels are within a range of 5 dB.  Since Noise Measurement 1 was taken in 
the approximate middle of the Project Site, it provides a reasonable estimate (within 5 dB) 
of the noise levels at the northwestern and southwestern property lines. 

C-10. Comment regarding failure to consider noise impacts at property line is acknowledged.  The 
commenter is correct that the construction noise standards for business properties 
provided in Section 17.176.080(F) of the Municipal Code of 85 dBA for mobile equipment 
and 75 dBA for stationary equipment are noise standards at the property line and not the 
building façade.  Appendix J – Noise Impact Analysis was revised to re-run the RCNM model 
to calculate the noise levels at the property line.  MM NOI – 1 was revised to state that no 
stationary equipment would be operated within 50 feet of the northwest and southwest 
property lines and that construction of the proposed sound wall detailed in MM NOI-2 be 
completed prior to the start of site preparation or grading activities for the Proposed 
Project, which would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15073.5 (a), CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(b)(2), and in response to 
comments received, the City of Lake Elsinore is recirculating the Draft Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration due to substantial revisions after public notice of its 
availability but prior to its adoption.  

C-11. Comment regarding failure to consider construction-related vibration impacts at property 
line is acknowledged.  Appendix J, Section 7.3 details the revised vibration analysis for 
construction of the Proposed Project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(b)(1), 
a new, avoidable significant effect was identified associated with vibration impacts, and 
MM NOI-3 was added to restrict the use of construction equipment within proximity to the 
property line, which would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. Pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 (a), CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(b)(1), and in 
response to comments received, the City of Lake Elsinore is recirculating the Draft Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration due to substantial revisions after public notice of its 
availability but prior to its adoption. 

C-12. Comment regarding failure to consider operations-related vibration impacts at the property 
line is acknowledged. Appendix J, Section 7.3 details the revised vibration analysis for 
operation of the Proposed Project. The analysis demonstrates that potential vibration 
impacts associated with operation of the Proposed Project would be less than significant 
and no mitigation would be required. 

C-13. Comment regarding operational noise levels underestimating the Proposed Project’s noise 
impacts related to heavy truck traffic is acknowledged.  The Proposed Project was designed 
to serve primarily automobiles and RVs.  Although it is possible that the fuel pumps 
designed for RVs could be utilized for heavy trucks as well, the proposed gas station would 
not be advertised as a truck stop.  It should also be noted that most trips to the Proposed 
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Project would be pass-by trips, which are trips that already occur on the nearby roads.  For 
these reasons, the vehicle mix utilized in the roadway noise analysis provides a reasonable 
estimate of the vehicle mix for both the without and with project conditions.  

C-13a. Comment regarding peer review by RK Engineering of the Noise Impact Analysis (Appendix 
K) is acknowledged; however, the commenter is not correct. As detailed in Response to 
Comment C-13, the Proposed Project was designed to facilitate the filling of RVs and 
automobiles.  Although heavy trucks could use the fuel pumps setup for RVs, the Proposed 
Project would not be advertised as a truck stop and it is anticipated that relatively few heavy 
trucks will utilize the proposed gas station. The vehicle mix utilized in the roadway noise 
analysis provides a reasonable estimate of the vehicle mix for both the without and with 
project conditions. The refence noise measurement from the gas station in Laguna Beach 
captured the noise created from the air/water machine and not the fuel pumps.  The 
reference noise measurement for the fuel pumps was taken at a gas station in Atascadero 
and adjacent to Interstate 101 that was designed to accommodate both automobiles and 
RVs, which provides a representative reference noise measurement to the Proposed 
Project's fuel dispensers. 

C-14. Comment asserting the Noise Impact Analysis fails to support mitigation measure MM NOI-
1 is acknowledged.  Appendix J was revised to re-run the RCNM model to calculate the noise 
levels at the property line.  MM NOI – 1 was revised to state that no stationary equipment 
would be operated within 50 feet of the northwest and southwest property lines and that 
construction of the proposed sound wall detailed in MM NOI-2 be completed prior to the 
start of site preparation or grading activities for the Proposed Project, which would reduce 
the potential impact to less than significant. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 
(a), CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(b)(2), and in response to comments received, the City 
of Lake Elsinore is recirculating the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration due 
to substantial revisions after public notice of its availability but prior to its adoption.  

C-15. As detailed in Response to Comment C-13 and C-13a, the commenters requests for 
revisions to the operational noise analysis were not correct and no revisions were required 
to the operational noise analysis.  As such, no changes were required to MM NOI-2. No 
further response is necessary.  

C-16. Comment regarding roadway noise impacts along Collier Avenue is acknowledged.  The 
roadway vehicle noise analysis was based on analyzing the project increase to roadway 
noise impacts to sensitive receptors as defined in the General Plan.  As such only the 
roadway segments that had sensitive receptors (i.e. homes, schools, hospitals, etc.) were 
analyzed in the roadway vehicular noise analysis.  Collier Avenue only has industrial and 
non-noise sensitive commercial uses near the roadway. No further response is necessary.  

C-17. Comment regarding the Noise Impact Analysis failing to address substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise level is acknowledged.  The commenter is not correct in their 
interpretation of how the CEQA checklist question should be addressed for analyzing a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels from the Proposed Project's 
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operational onsite noise impacts.  The City's General Plan defines the noise baselines for all 
land uses as well as defining noise standards for noise sensitive uses that include residential 
and specific commercial and institutional uses (see Tables 3-1 and 3-2 of the General Plan).  
The Noise Report has gone beyond the operational noise analysis required by the General 
Plan by utilizing the noise standards in the Municipal Code as well that includes analyzing 
the project impacts to all commercial land uses (not just the limited uses provided in Table 
3-2).  As such, the onsite noise analysis is complete and meets CEQA Guidelines. No further 
response is necessary. 

C-18. Comment regarding the Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis (Appendix A) 
consideration of the impact of the three quick-serve restaurants is acknowledged.  The 
commenter is not correct.  The Land Use Parameters utilized in the CalEEMod model for 
the gasoline station with convenience store was analyzed as a Gasoline Station with 14,452 
square feet of building space to account for both the canopies and C-Store square footages.  
The Gasoline Station vehicle trip generation rate was set to match what was utilized in the 
Traffic Study and the area source, energy usage, solid waste and water are all based on the 
building square footage, which was accounted for in the CalEEMod model. No further 
response is necessary.  

C-19. Comment regarding the Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis (Appendix A) being 
deficient in its local air quality analysis as it related to fine particulate matter emissions is 
acknowledged.  The commenter is not correct.  The Local Air Quality Thresholds utilized in 
the analysis were based on the methodology provided in Final Localized Significance 
Threshold Methodology, prepared by SCAQMD, Revised July 2008, that states "For the 
purposes of a CEQA analysis, the SCAQMD considers a sensitive receptor to be a receptor 
such as residence, hospital, convalescent facility where it is possible that an individual could 
remain for 24 hours.  Commercial and industrial facilities are not included in the definition 
of sensitive receptor because employees do not typically remain onsite for a full 24 hours, 
but are present for shorter periods of time, such as eight hours. Therefore, applying a 24-
hour standard for PM10 is appropriate...However, LSTs based on shorter averaging periods, 
such as the NO2 and CO LSTs, could also be applied to receptors such as industrial or 
commercial facilities..." As shown above, the SCAQMD Guidelines clearly state that PM10 
and PM2.5 should be analyzed at the nearest residence and that NO2 and CO should be 
analyzed at the nearest of either the nearest residence or commercial or industrial uses. No 
further response is necessary.  

C-20. Comment regarding the inadequacy of Appendix A regarding analysis of VOC emissions 
from gasoline transfer and dispensing activities is acknowledged.  Appendix A has been 
revised to include an analysis of the VOC emissions created by gasoline transfer and 
dispensing.  The revised analysis did not result in any changes to the level of significance 
and no mitigation would be required. 

C-21. Comment regarding Appendix A incorrectly calculating “service population” for the 
Proposed Project is acknowledged.  The comparison of the project's GHG emissions to the 
Service Population was provided for informational purposes only and was not intended to 
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be utilized as a threshold.  However due to the confusion this may cause, the Service 
Population data provided in Table M of the Appendix A and associated text discussion has 
been removed from the Revised Appendix A.   

According to the City's Climate Action Plan on page ES-1 it states that the "CAP is designed 
to: Serve as the programmatic tiering document for the purposes of CEQA with the City of 
Lake Elsinore for GHG emissions, by which applicable projects will be reviewed. If a 
proposed development project can demonstrate it is consistent with the applicable 
emissions reduction measures included in the CAP, the programs and standards that would 
be implemented as a result of the CAP, and the General Plan Update growth projections, 
the project's environmental review pertaining to GHG impacts may be streamlined as 
allowed by CEQA Guidelines Sections 15152 and 15183.5." 

The CAP does not state that an individual project is required to meet the City-wide Service 
Population GHG emissions targets.  As such, they have been removed from Appendix A and 
consistency with the CAP has been analyzed in Section 7.8 of Appendix A. No further 
response is necessary. 

C-22. Comment stating the Proposed Project is inconsistent with the City’s CAP and in conflict 
with the CAP’s Transpiration and Land Use Strategies and Measures is acknowledged.  As 
stated in the above comment, the Service Population analysis has been removed as it is a 
City-wide standard utilized in the CAP and was not intended to be applied to individual 
projects.  All the applicable measures provided in the CAP have been analyzed for project 
consistency in Table N of Appendix A, which shows that with implementation of Project 
Design Features 1 through 8, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the CAP. No 
further response is necessary. 

C-23. Comment regarding inadequacy of the Initial Study is acknowledged and the analysis 
presented in the comments and reports in Exhibit A and Exhibit B have been addressed in 
this Response to Comments. Please refer to Responses to Comments C-1, C-2 and C-3. 

C-24. Comment regarding substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that the Project may 
have a substantial impact on the environment is acknowledged and the analysis presented 
in the comments and reports in Exhibit A and Exhibit B have been addressed in this 
Response to Comments. Please refer to Responses to Comments C-1, C-2 and C-3. 

C-25. Comment regarding incorrect calculation of the service population of the Project is 
acknowledged and has been addressed in Response to Comment C-21. No further response 
is necessary. 

C-26.  Comment regarding potential impacts of MM TRAF-1 and MM TRAF-2 are acknowledged 
and has been address in Response to Comment C-8. No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter C: Exhibit A – CCOLE 

C-A1. Comment questioning why a build-out scenario analysis was not conducted for the 
Proposed Project is acknowledged.  A supplemental technical memorandum, Buildout 
Year 2035 Supplemental Traffic Analysis for Kassab Travel Center, City of Lake Elsinore 
(Dudek, December 14, 2017), has been prepared for the Build-out (General Plan) scenario. 
This analysis conservatively adds all net project trips to the study area in the Buildout plus 
Project condition. Comment stating that the Project would change the General Plan land 
use designation for the site from Limited Industrial to Commercial and the MND should 
contain analysis of the General Plan buildout is incorrect in that no General Plan 
Amendment is proposed as part of the Project. As discussed in the Land Use and Planning 
Section XI(b), the General Plan Land Use Designation of the Project Site is Limited 
Industrial (LI) and it is zoned Commercial Manufacturing (C-M). The LI designation 
provides for industrial parks, warehouses, manufacturing, research and development, 
public and quasi-public uses, and similar and compatible uses. The Proposed Project, 
which includes a gas station, convenience store and drive-thru restaurant, are all 
supportive and compatible uses with the other intended uses of the LI Land Use 
Designation. No further response is necessary. 

C-A2. Comment regarding discrepancy between Page 14 of the Traffic Analysis (Appendix K) and 
the traffic count data collection sheets is acknowledged.  The traffic analysis has been 
revised so all traffic counts prior to 2017 are grown by 2% per year to bring all 
intersections to 2017 conditions. Figure 9 and all LOS worksheets have been updated to 
reflect this change. Based on this revision, the original overall findings have not changed, 
and no new mitigation measures would be required. No further response is necessary. 

C-A2a. Comment regarding discrepancy of the AM existing volumes for Intersection No. 6 is 
acknowledged.  The AM existing traffic volumes at Intersection #6 - Collier Avenue at 
Central Avenue have been corrected to reflect the appropriate peak hour. Figures 9, 10, 
11, and 12 have been revised and the LOS was re-run for this intersection, which found 
that original overall findings have not changed, and no new mitigation measures would 
be required. 

C-A2b. Comment stating analysis and conclusions based on comment C-A2a discrepancy is 
acknowledged.  Please see responses to comments C-A2 and C-A2a. The revised, figures, 
tables, and LOS worksheets have been corrected in Appendix K. 

C-A3. Comment regarding pass-by rates of the Traffic Analysis (Appendix K) is acknowledged.  
The pass-by trips have been appropriately utilized per the ITE Trip Generation Handbook. 
The trip generation analysis assumes that the project is operating at its full operational 
capacity as no other reductions in trip generation were applied (i.e., 50% operation, 75% 
operation, etc.). 

C-A3a. Comment regarding the pass-by trip analysis of the Traffic Analysis (Appendix K) is 
acknowledged.  As indicated in the response to Comment C-A3, the traffic analysis 
assumes that the Proposed Project is operating at its full operational capacity as no other 
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reductions in trip generation were applied (i.e., 50% operation, 75% operation, etc.). The 
Proposed Project is a gas station and fast-food restaurant which have a high pass-by trip 
percentage, as neither uses are primary or final destinations of a trip purpose.  Therefore, 
reducing the pass-by percentage in favor of increasing the Proposed Project's new trips 
would be incorrect and inappropriate, and would overstate the Proposed Project's impact 
to the surrounding street network. The traffic analysis assumes that the Proposed Project 
would be in full operation by analyzing its new net trips to the study area (and total trips 
at the driveways), and therefore may be considered a conservative analysis to the study 
area, specifically to Collier Avenue, north of Riverside Drive, with a relatively low peak 
hour volumes in the Existing condition. 

C-A4. Comment requesting clarification on how pass-by trips were assigned in the Traffic 
Analysis (Appendix K) is acknowledged.  See response to Comment C-A3a. The Project Site 
is not located adjacent to a freeway interchange (e.g., I-15 at Nichols Road and Central 
Avenue), therefore, pass-by trips are not primarily based on freeway traffic, as there are 
already gas stations at both interchanges on I-15.  

C-A5. Comment asserting the project-related impacts may be understated as they relate to 
pass-by trips is acknowledged.  Please refer to response to comment C-A4. 

C-A6. Comment regarding recommendations for Intersections No. 1 and No. 3 in the Traffic 
Analysis (Appendix K) is acknowledged.  An error was found in the original signal warrant 
analysis for Intersection #1 - 1-15 NB ramps at Nichols Road. Based on the revised signal 
warrants for this intersection, a signal is not warranted in both the AM or PM peak hour 
under any of the analyzed scenarios. A peak hour signal warrant is met at Intersection #3 
- Collier Avenue at Nichols Road in the PM peak hour under the Existing plus Ambient 
Growth plus Cumulative Projects (EAC) condition.  However, the proposed mitigation 
measure of the conversion to an all-way stop controlled intersection mitigates the 
Proposed Project's impact to satisfactory LOS.  

C-A6a. Comment regarding delay at Intersection No. 1 is acknowledged.  At Intersection #1 - 1-
15 NB ramps at Nichols Road, while delays at the northbound left turn movement would 
increase with the implementation of the mitigation measure (conversion to all-way stop 
control), the total intersection delay with all-way stop control is forecast to result in 
satisfactory LOS (LOS D or better) which would mitigate the Proposed Project's potential 
impact. Furthermore, the queuing analysis indicates that the forecast queue for the 
northbound left turn lane would be 98 feet in the AM peak hour and 138 feet in the PM 
peak hour, both of which can be accommodated within the existing storage lane. 

C-A6b. Comment regarding delay at Intersection No. 3 is acknowledged. At Intersection #3 - 
Collier Avenue and Nichols Road, while delays at the northbound left turn movement 
would increase with the implementation of the mitigation measure (conversion to all-way 
stop control), the total intersection delay with all-way stop control is forecast to result in 
satisfactory LOS (LOS D or better) which would mitigate the Proposed Project's potential 
impact. Furthermore, the queuing analysis indicates that the forecast queue for the 
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northbound left turn lane would be 36 feet in the AM peak hour and 65 feet in the PM 
peak hour, both of which can be accommodated within the existing storage lane. 

C-A6c. Comment recommending converting Intersections No. 1 and No. 3 to all-way stop-
controlled intersection is acknowledged.  See responses to comments C-A6a and C-A6b. 
Implementation of the all-way stop control mitigation measure at those intersections 
would result in satisfactory LOS (LOS D or better), thus mitigating the project's impact. As 
a result, queuing would be reduced at those northbound movements in the Existing plus 
Ambient Growth plus Cumulative Projects plus Project (EACP) condition. The queueing 
analysis worksheets are attached.  

The intersection delays for Intersections #1 and #3 were analyzed and the greatest 
increase in delay from implementation of an all-way stop would occur at Intersection #3 
for the Existing + Ambient + Cumulative + Project AM Peak hour scenario, where the delay  
without mitigation is 4.2 seconds per vehicle and the delay with mitigation is 27.4 seconds 
per vehicle.  This equates to a 23.2 second per vehicle increase.  The traffic volume for 
this intersection is 1,159 vehicles per hour for the AM Peak hour, which results in an 
additional 26,889 seconds or 7.47 hours of idling during the AM Peak hour.   

The 7.47 hours were then calculated against the idling emission rates provided in the 
CalEEMod model run for Light Duty Trucks, which found that the additional idling would 
create 0.13 grams of ROG (0.0003 pounds), 0.67 grams of NOx (0.0015 pounds), 1.10 
grams of CO (0.0024 pounds), 0.001 grams of SOx, 0.01 grams of PM10, and 0.01 grams 
of PM2.5.  Appendix A was revised to reflect the air quality impacts of the vehicular delay 
for converting Intersections #1 and #3 from two-way stop to four-way stop controlled 
intersections and discussion is included in Section XVII(a) and shown on Table 5 in Section 
III(b). The resulting analysis demonstrates that potential impacts associated with 
implementation of MM TRAF-1 and MM TRAF-2 remain less than significant and no 
mitigation would be required.  No further response is necessary.  

C-A7. Comment regarding discrepancy on Page 43 of the Traffic Analysis (Appendix K) is 
acknowledged.  The mitigation measure on page 43, 3rd bullet, has been revised to refer 
to Intersection #6 - Collier Avenue at Central Avenue (from Collier Avenue/Riverside 
Drive). 

C-A7a. Comment regarding discrepancy on Page v and Page 53 of the Traffic Analysis (Appendix 
K) is acknowledged.  The mitigation on page 53, 3rd bullet and sub-bullet, will be revised 
to refer to Intersection #6 - Collier Avenue at Central Avenue (from Collier 
Avenue/Riverside Drive). 

C-A8. Comment regarding conflicting conclusions in Chapter 9, Page 41 of the Traffic Analysis 
(Appendix K) is acknowledged.  The Proposed Project would be 100% responsible to 
mitigate its impacts under the Existing plus Project condition only as it makes-up all of the 
"new" traffic in the Existing plus Project condition.  Under the future conditions, Existing 
plus Ambient Growth plus Cumulative Projects plus Project, and Buildout plus Project, the 
Proposed Project would contribute to its fair-share payment of the proposed mitigation 
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measures. The fair-share percentage is based on the Proposed Project's traffic 
contribution to "new" future traffic in the future conditions. 

C-A8a. Comment regarding Page 41 of the Traffic Analysis (Appendix K) is acknowledged.  Please 
refer to response to comment C-A8. 

C-A8b. Comment regarding discrepancy between information stated on Page 41 of the Traffic 
Analysis (Appendix K) is acknowledged.  Please refer to response to comment C-A8. 

C-A8c. Comment regarding Page 43 of the Traffic Analysis (Appendix K) is acknowledged.  Please 
refer to response to comment C-A8. 
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Comment Letter C - Exhibit B - CCOLE 

C-B1. Comments regarding the background of the firm and project description are 
acknowledged. No further response is necessary.  

C-B2. Comment regarding noise analysis for the Proposed Project not evaluating adjacent 
commercial uses is acknowledged.  The existing noise conditions were measured based 
on the City’s noise measurement procedure detailed in Section 17.176.050 of the 
Municipal Code.  The placement of the two noise measurements were selected to 
represent: (1) The Project Site and existing commercial zone; and (2) the nearest 
residential zone.  According to Section 17.176.020 a “Noise Zone” is an area of region of 
generally consistent land use where the ambient noise levels are within a range of 5 dB.  
Since Noise Measurement 1 was taken in the approximate middle of the Project Site, it 
provides a reasonable estimate (within 5 dB) of the noise levels at the northwestern and 
southwestern property lines. 

C-B3. Comment regarding failure to consider noise impacts at property line is acknowledged.  
The commenter is correct that the construction noise standards for business properties 
provided in Section 17.176.080(F) of the Municipal Code of 85 dBA for mobile equipment 
and 75 dBA for stationary equipment are noise standards at the property line and not the 
building façade.  Appendix J – Noise Impact Analysis was revised to re-run the RCNM 
model to calculate the noise levels at the property line.  MM NOI – 1 was revised to state 
that no stationary equipment would be operated within 50 feet of the northwest and 
southwest property lines and that construction of the proposed sound wall detailed in 
MM NOI-2 be completed prior to the start of site preparation or grading activities for the 
Proposed Project, which would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 (a), CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(b)(2), 
and in response to comments received, the City of Lake Elsinore is recirculating the Draft 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration due to substantial revisions after public 
notice of its availability but prior to its adoption.  

C-B4. Comment regarding whether reference noise levels for the parking lot and fuel pumps 
are adequate is acknowledged. The commenter is not correct. As detailed in Response to 
Comment C-13, the Proposed Project was designed to facilitate the filling of RVs and 
automobiles.  Although heavy trucks could use the fuel pumps setup for RVs, the 
Proposed Project would not be advertised as a truck stop and it is anticipated that 
relatively few heavy trucks will utilize the proposed gas station. The vehicle mix utilized 
in the roadway noise analysis provides a reasonable estimate of the vehicle mix for both 
the without and with project conditions. The refence noise measurement from the gas 
station in Laguna Beach captured the noise created from the air/water machine and not 
the fuel pumps.  The reference noise measurement for the fuel pumps was taken at a gas 
station in Atascadero and adjacent to Interstate 101 that was designed to accommodate 
both automobiles and RVs, which provides a representative reference noise 
measurement to the Proposed Project's fuel dispensers. 
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C-B5. Comment regarding MM NOI-1 is acknowledged.  The construction noise was revised to 
analyze the construction noise impacts at the property line instead of the nearest offsite 
structure.  The analysis found that there is a possibility that stationary equipment may 
exceed the City's stationary equipment daily noise standard at the adjacent commercial 
property lines, which would be created by the continuous operation of stationary 
equipment, such as generators and air compressors.   

Appendix J was revised to re-run the RCNM model to calculate the noise levels at the 
property line.  MM NOI – 1 was revised to state that no stationary equipment would be 
operated within 50 feet of the northwest and southwest property lines and that 
construction of the proposed sound wall detailed in MM NOI-2 be completed prior to the 
start of site preparation or grading activities for the Proposed Project, which would 
reduce the potential impact to less than significant. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15073.5 (a), CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(b)(2), and in response to comments 
received, the City of Lake Elsinore is recirculating the Draft Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration due to substantial revisions after public notice of its availability but 
prior to its adoption.  

C-B6. Comment requesting revisions to the construction-related vibration impacts is 
acknowledged.  Appendix J, Section 7.3 details the revised vibration analysis for 
construction of the Proposed Project. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(b)(1), 
a new, avoidable significant effect was identified associated with vibration impacts, and 
MM NOI-3 was added to restrict the use of construction equipment within proximity to 
the property line, which would reduce the potential impact to less than significant. 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 (a), CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5(b)(1), 
and in response to comments received, the City of Lake Elsinore is recirculating the Draft 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration due to substantial revisions after public 
notice of its availability but prior to its adoption. 

C-B7. Comment requesting revisions to the operations-related vibration impacts is 
acknowledged.  Appendix J, Section 7.3 details the revised vibration analysis for operation 
of the Proposed Project. The analysis demonstrates that potential vibration impacts 
associated with operation of the Proposed Project would be less than significant and no 
mitigation would be required. 

C-B8. Comment regarding roadway vehicular noise as it relates to impacts along Collier Avenue 
is acknowledged.  The roadway vehicle noise analysis was based on analyzing the project 
increase to roadway noise impacts to sensitive receptors as defined in the General Plan.  
As such only the roadway segments that had sensitive receptors (i.e. homes, schools, 
hospitals, etc.) were analyzed in the roadway vehicular noise analysis.  Collier Avenue only 
has industrial and commercial uses near the roadway. No further response is necessary. 

C-B9. Comment regarding roadway vehicular noise as it relates to heavy truck trips is 
acknowledged. The Proposed Project was designed to serve primarily automobiles and 
RVs.  Although it is possible that the fuel pumps designed for RVs could be utilized for 
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heavy trucks as well, the proposed gas station would not be advertised as a truck stop.  It 
should also be noted that most trips to the Proposed Project would be pass-by trips, which 
are trips that already occur on the nearby roads.  For these reasons, the vehicle mix 
utilized in the roadway noise analysis provides a reasonable estimate of the vehicle mix 
for both the without and with project conditions.  
 

C-B10. Comment regarding onsite noise sources as it relates to substantial permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity is acknowledged.  The commenter is not 
correct in their interpretation of how the CEQA checklist question should be addressed 
for analyzing a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels from the Proposed 
Project's operational onsite noise impacts.  The City's General Plan defines the noise 
baselines for all land uses as well as defining noise standards for noise sensitive uses that 
include residential and specific commercial and institutional uses (see Tables 3-1 and 3-2 
of the General Plan).  The Noise Report has gone beyond the operational noise analysis 
required by the General Plan by utilizing the noise standards in the Municipal Code as well 
that includes analyzing the project impacts to all commercial land uses (not just the 
limited uses provided in Table 3-2).  As such, the onsite noise analysis is complete and 
meets CEQA Guidelines. No further response is necessary. 

C-B11. Comment regarding land use parameters and operations emissions modeling, as it relates 
to impacts of the three quick-serve restaurants is acknowledged.  The commenter is not 
correct.  The Land Use Parameters utilized in the CalEEMod model for the gasoline station 
with convenience store was analyzed as a Gasoline Station with 14,452 square feet of 
building space to account for both the canopies and C-Store square footages.  The 
Gasoline Station vehicle trip generation rate was set to match what was utilized in the 
Traffic Study and the area source, energy usage, solid waste and water are all based on 
the building square footage, which was accounted for in the CalEEMod model. 

C-B12. Comment requesting revision to Appendix A as it relates to local air quality thresholds is 
acknowledged.  The commenter is not correct.  The Local Air Quality Thresholds utilized 
in the analysis were based on the methodology provided in Final Localized Significance 
Threshold Methodology, prepared by SCAQMD, Revised July 2008, that states "For the 
purposes of a CEQA analysis, the SCAQMD considers a sensitive receptor to be a receptor 
such as residence, hospital, convalescent facility where it is possible that an individual 
could remain for 24 hours.  Commercial and industrial facilities are not included in the 
definition of sensitive receptor because employees do not typically remain onsite for a 
full 24 hours, but are present for shorter periods of time, such as eight hours. Therefore, 
applying a 24-hour standard for PM10 is appropriate...However, LSTs based on shorter 
averaging periods, such as the NO2 and CO LSTs, could also be applied to receptors such 
as industrial or commercial facilities..." As shown above, the SCAQMD Guidelines clearly 
state that PM10 and PM2.5 should be analyzed at the nearest residence and that NO2 
and CO should be analyzed at the nearest of either the nearest residence or commercial 
or industrial uses. No further response is necessary.  
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As shown above, the SCAQMD Guidelines clearly state that PM10 and PM2.5 should be 
analyzed at the nearest residence and that NO2 and CO should be analyzed at the nearest 
of either the nearest residence or commercial or industrial uses.  
 

C-B13. Comment requesting further analysis of the VOC emissions from gasoline transfer and 
dispensing activities in Appendix A is acknowledged.  Appendix A was updated to analyze 
the ROG or VOC emissions created from the gasoline storage, transfer and dispensing 
activities.  Section 5.2 describes the methodology utilized and Table K on page 43 was 
revised to show the VOC emissions associated with gasoline storage and dispensing. The 
updated analysis is consistent with the previous significance finding that operational 
pollutant emissions would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds, no significant impact would 
occur, and no mitigation would be required. 

C-B14. Comment regarding Appendix A incorrectly calculating “service population” for the 
Proposed Project is acknowledged.  The comparison of the project's GHG emissions to the 
Service Population was provided for informational purposes only and was not intended 
to be utilized as a threshold.  However due to the confusion this may cause, the Service 
Population data provided in Table M of the Appendix A and associated text discussion has 
been removed from the Revised Appendix A.   

According to the City's Climate Action Plan on page ES-1 it states that the "CAP is designed 
to: Serve as the programmatic tiering document for the purposes of CEQA with the City 
of Lake Elsinore for GHG emissions, by which applicable projects will be reviewed. If a 
proposed development project can demonstrate it is consistent with the applicable 
emissions reduction measures included in the CAP, the programs and standards that 
would be implemented as a result of the CAP, and the General Plan Update growth 
projections, the project's environmental review pertaining to GHG impacts may be 
streamlined as allowed by CEQA Guidelines Sections 15152 and 15183.5." 

The CAP does not state that an individual project is required to meet the City-wide Service 
Population GHG emissions targets.  As such, they have been removed from Appendix A 
and consistency with the CAP has been analyzed in Section 7.8 of Appendix A. No further 
response is necessary. 

C-B15. Comment stating the Proposed Project is inconsistent with the City’s CAP and in conflict 
with the CAP’s Transpiration and Land Use Strategies and Measures is acknowledged.  As 
stated in the above comment, the Service Population analysis has been removed as it is a 
City-wide standard utilized in the CAP and was not intended to be applied to individual 
projects.  All the applicable measures provided in the CAP have been analyzed for project 
consistency in Table N of Appendix A, which shows that with implementation of Project 
Design Features 1 through 8, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the CAP. No 
further response is necessary. 

C-B16. Comment regarding the City’s CAP policies and objectives related to lower transportation-
related emissions is acknowledged.  The quoted text is from general text in the CAP and 
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not from a specific Measure.  As such, the Greenhouse Gas Plan Consistency analysis does 
not provide a direct response to this quoted text.  However, it should be noted that 
development of the Proposed Project does not directly conflict with this project as 
detailed in the Traffic Study, a majority of trips to the Proposed Project would be from 
pass-by trips and as such may result in more efficient trips by the nearby residents, that 
allow for multiple trip destinations to be combined into a trip that is already occurring.  
Furthermore, the Proposed Project includes Project Design Feature (PDF) 1 that requires 
the installation of sidewalks on the Project Site, PDF 2 that requires installation of a Class 
II bike lane on Riverside Drive and Collier Avenue, PDF 3 that requires the installation of 
bike parking spaces, and PDF 4 that requires the implementation of a trip reduction 
program. 

C-B17. Comment regarding the service station aspect of the Proposed Project and its 
inconsistency with the City’s CAP is acknowledged.  As detailed above, the GHG analysis 
provided in Appendix A has demonstrated that the Proposed Project is consistent with 
the applicable emissions reduction measures included in the CAP, the programs and 
standards that would be implemented as a result of the CAP and is also consistent with 
the growth projections provided in the General Plan.  As such, with implementation of 
PDFs 1 through 8, the Proposed Project would not conflict with the CAP and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

C-B18. Comment regarding the IS/MND not addressing all potential impacts from the Proposed 
Project is acknowledged.  As addressed through the comments above, with the minor 
requested revisions to the Noise and Air Reports, the air, GHG and noise impacts from the 
Proposed Project have been adequately addressed. 
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Response to Comment Letter D – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 
 

D-1. Comment regarding the review period closure date and compliance with the State 
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to 
CEQA, is acknowledged.  No further response is necessary.   

D-2. Comment regarding contacting State Clearinghouse for questions is acknowledged.  No 
further response is necessary.  
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Response to Comment Letter E – California Department of Transportation (CalTrans) 

E-1. Comment regarding the distance within which to suspend all work in the event of an 
unanticipated archaeological discovery as 60 feet rather than 50 feet is acknowledged; 
however, MM CUL-1 identifies that all ground disturbance activities within 100 feet of the 
discovered cultural resource be halted, which exceeds Caltrans; 2018 Standard 
Specifications Section 14-20.3. No further response is necessary. 

E-2. Comment regarding contact information for discovery of remains is acknowledged and 
will be retained by the City for future reference. No further response is necessary. 

E-3. Comment regarding providing Caltrans with final copies of Cultural Studies Reports is 
acknowledged. The Notice of Intent to Adopt a Recirculated Mitigated Negative 
Declaration will be sent to Caltrans during the public comment period. No further 
response is necessary. 

E-4. Comment regarding the nesting bird season dates is acknowledged. As discussed in the 
Biological Resources Section IV(d), the survey area has potential to be used by nesting 
birds, which are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Birds have potential 
to nest in any of the survey area’s vegetation, bare ground, and also on adjacent 
structures. The MBTA prohibits activities that result in the direct take (defined as the 
killing or possession) of a migratory bird. If construction would be initiated during the 
peak bird nesting season (March 1 to June 30, as defined by Section 7.5.3 of the MSHCP), 
a pre-construction survey would be required per MM BIO-4 to ensure that no nests are 
impacted. If an active nest is present, construction may be restricted in the immediate 
vicinity of the nest. Respectfully, the bird nesting season defined by Section 7.5.3 of the 
MSHCP applies, however, MM BIO-4 requires a preconstruction nesting survey if done 
between March 1 and August 15, which is more conservative than required in Section 
7.5.3 of the MSHCP. No further response is necessary. 

E-5. Comment regarding the recommended Condition of Approval for the installation of 
Accessible Pedestrian Signals is acknowledged and will be added as a Condition of 
Approval for the Proposed Project. No further response is necessary. 

E-6. Comment regarding illustration of the curb ramps at driveway in the Street Improvement 
Plans prior to encroachment permit submittal is acknowledged. No further response is 
necessary.   

E-7. Comment regarding the driveway on Riverside Drive following Caltrans Standard Plan 87A 
is acknowledged. No further response is required.   

E-8. Comment regarding curb ramps at the corner or Collier Avenue and Riverside Drive is 
acknowledged and will be addressed in the Street Improvement Plans prior to 
encroachment permit. No further response is required.  

E-9. Comment regarding the taper length is acknowledged and will be addressed in the Street 
Improvement Plans prior to encroachment permit. No further response is required.  
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E-10. Comment regarding consulting with Caltrans for design review prior to permit submittal 
for any required design exceptions is acknowledged and will be addressed prior to 
encroachment permit submittal. No further response is required.  

E-11. Comment regarding encroachment permit requirements is acknowledged. No further 
response is required.   

E-12. Comment regarding encroachment permit requirements is acknowledged. No further 
response is required.   

E-13. Comment regarding encroachment permit requirements is acknowledged. No further 
response is required.   

E-14. Comment regarding encroachment permit requirements is acknowledged. No further 
response is required.   

E-15. Comment regarding Intergovernmental Review Process closure is acknowledged. No 
further response is required.   
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